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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

2. Claims 1-5 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the 
specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which 
it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

Claims 1-5 are not enabled. Applicant recites the following limitations in the claims: 

"Zone of influence", what is being influenced, is it movement of traffic in a geographic 
area, communication of GPS signals, etc? Applicant does not provide the meaning thereof, the 
phrase was copied from the specification and pasted in the claims without any description to 
enable one skilled in the art to make and use the invention. 

Applicant further recites, "event data". What event is applicant referring to, is it when a 
user pushes a button on a GPS device, drive a car, purchase a GPS device? Applicant does not 
provide the meaning thereof, the phrase was copied from the specification and pasted in the 
claims without any description to enable one skilled in the art to make and use the invention. 

Applicant further recites, "user navigational event". What is the user navigation event 
and how is it triggered and under what conditions? Is the user requesting travel directions, 
POI's, etc? Applicant does not provide the meaning thereof, the phrase was copied from the 
specification and pasted in the claims without any description to enable one skilled in the art to 
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make and use the invention. What is the difference or relation of "event data" and "user 
navigational event" as claimed? 

In claim 2, applicant recites, "a duration". What duration is applicant referring to? How 
is the claimed duration linked to the claim limitations? 

Further in claim 2, the following limitations are not enabled in applicant's specification: 
"to locally trigger each user navigational event associated with the timed event". It is not clear 
how the limitation is interpreted in view of the limitations in the limitations in the first six lines 
of claim 2. 

Applicant in claim 3, further recites, "independent trigger condition". What is triggered 
and under what condition? Applicant does not provide the meaning thereof, the phrase was 
copied from the specification and pasted in the claims without any description to enable one 
skilled in the art to make and use the invention. 

Further in claim 3, "to locally trigger each user navigational event associated with the 
independent trigger conditions based on the trigger condition satisfaction" is not enabled in 
applicant's specification. The limitations are fused and thus confuse the scope of the claims not 
enabling one skilled in the art to make and use the invention. What are the metes and bounds of, 
"trigger condition satisfaction"? The specification does not provide adequate support for the 
limitations. 

Applicant's claims 1-5 recite "user event data", "user navigation event", "timed event 
data". It is unclear how and in what manner these limitations are related or distinguished from 
each other. 

The rest of the claims are rejected for depending on a rejected base claim. 
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3. Claims 2, 3, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant 
art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. 

In claim 2, the limitation, "to locally trigger each user navigational event associated with 
the timed event" is new matter because applicant's original disclosure does not recite the 
limitation. 

In claim 3, "an evaluation module configured to determine trigger condition satisfaction 
of one or more of the independent trigger conditions" is new matter because applicant's original 
disclosure does not recite the limitation. 

The rest of the claims are rejected for depending on a rejected base claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 2 1 (2) of such treaty in the English language. 

5. As best Understood, Claims 1-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Sporgis (6320495). 
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Regarding claim 1, Sporgis (figs. 1-4) discloses a system for executing user navigational 
events (col. 3, lines 19-27) triggered through geolocational data (col. 5, lines 9-23; figs. 3&4) 
describing zones of influence, the system comprising: 

a storage medium 12 (fig. 1) configured to hold data in a cartridge script (col. 4, lines 14- 
24; i.e. a collection of zones, map locations, items, events, etc; see specification, page 7, line 3) 
loadable into a wireless computing device, wherein the data comprises: 

zone of influence data configured to define one or more zones of influence into the 
cartridge script by describing a plurality of points of static geolocational data (figs. 3&4; col. 4, 
lines 14-24; i.e. a collection of zones, items, events, etc; see specification, page 7, line 3); and 

user event data configured to define one or more user navigational events (i.e. 
individualized events; col. 3, lines 19-26, lines 63-65) into the cartridge script and to associate 
each user navigation event in the user event data with at least one zone of influence; and 

the wireless computing device 10 configured to execute a scenario by triggering the user 
navigational events (col. 3, lines 19-26, line 63 to col. 4, line 13) in the user event data stored on 
the cartridge script through movement (col. 5, lines 9-23) of the wireless computing device 10, 
the wireless computing device comprising: 

a locational module device 1 1 (GPS col. 3, lines 1-18) configured to continuously self- 
identify a location of the wireless computing device 10 based on dynamic geolocational data 
(refers to movement, col. 5, lines 9-23) determined in response to the movement; and 

a processor module (computer program 12, col. 3, lines 1-5) configured to determine a 
correlation (col. 5, lines 9-23) between the dynamic geolocational data and the static 
geolocational data for one or more of the zones of influence, and to locally trigger the user 
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navigational event (col. 3, lines 19-26, line 63 to col. 4, line 13; col. 5, lines 9-23) associated 
with the zone of influence based on the correlation. 

Regarding claim 2, Sporgis (figs. 1-4) discloses the system according to claim 1 further 
comprising: 

further data in the cartridge script loaded in the wireless computing device comprising 
timed event data configured to specify one or more timed event comprising start time and a 
duration and to associate each timed event with at least one user navigation event (col. 3, lines 
19-26, line 63 to col. 4, line 13; col. 5, lines 9-28); and 

the wireless computing device further comprising: 

a timer module configured to measure an elapsed time beginning with the start time of 
each timed event (see scheduled, begin travel, etc; col. 3, lines 19-31, line 63 to col. 4, line 13; 
until player arrives, col. 5, lines 9-28); 

an evaluation module configured to determine when the elapsed time substantially equals 
the duration of one or more of the timed events, and to locally trigger each user navigational 
event associated with the timed event (col. 3, lines 19-31, line 63 to col. 4, line 13; until player 
arrives, col. 5, lines 9-28). 

Regarding claim 3, Sporgis (figs. 1-4) discloses the system of claim 1 further comprising: 

further data in the cartridge script loaded in the wireless computing device comprising 
one or more independent trigger conditions, wherein each independent trigger condition is 
configured to be associated with at least one user navigational event (col. 3, lines 19-31, line 63 
to col. 4, line 13; until player arrives, col. 5, lines 9-28); and 

the wireless computing device further comprising: 
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an evaluation module configured to determine trigger condition satisfaction of one or 
more of the independent trigger conditions, and to locally trigger each user navigational event 
associated with the independent trigger conditions based on the trigger condition satisfaction 
(col. 3, lines 19-31, line 63 to col. 4, line 13; until player arrives, col. 5, lines 9-28). 

Regarding claim 4, Sporgis (figs. 1-4) discloses the system according to Claim 1, wherein 
the zone of influence data is configured to define each zone of influence as discrete, adjoining, 
overlapping, and nested relative to at least one other zone of influence in the zone of influence 
data (figs. 3&4; col. 3, lines 19-31, line 63 to col. 4, line 13; until player arrives, col. 5, lines 9- 
28. 

Regarding claim 5, Sporgis (figs. 1-4) discloses the system according to Claim 1, wherein 
the zone of influence data is configured to define at least one zone of influence in the zone of 
influence data as inheriting at least one user navigational event from one or more other of the 
zones of influence in the zone of influence data (col. 3, lines 19-31, line 63 to col. 4, line 13; 
until player arrives, col. 5, lines 9-28). 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed 7/10/08 have been fully considered but they are all not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues about being their own lexicographer; however, the examiner notes that 
applicant failed to provide the meaning of the limitations as known in the art. Applicant recites 
"zone of influence" and insists in the remarks dates 10/31/07 that it means the same as -parking 
zone--. However, in the remarks dated 7/10/08 applicant provides a different inconsistent 
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meaning to the limitation. Applicant's arguments are thus not convincing. When a parking zone 
is recited in the art, one skilled in the art immediately recognizes that it refers to an area where 
cars are parked. But applicant's specification does not suggest or recite a zone where cars are 
parked. If the limitation, "zone of influence" is replaced with --parking zone- in the claims, the 
scope of the invention still will not be clearly disclosed for one skilled in the art to apprise the 
invention. Applicant in the remarks dated 7/10/08 refers to the definition of "zone" as an area or 
region distinguished from adjacent parts by a distinctive feature or characteristic. Applicant 
further defines "influence" as a power indirectly or intangibly affecting a person or a course of 
event. The examiner disagrees with the conflicting definitions. Applicant's zone of influence 
does not suggest or have show any connection with power which is scientifically defined as the 
rate of doing work. The examiner is at loss at how the applicant's definitions are related to the 
invention. It is not clear what applicant is influencing and how it is done. Applicant insists that 
pages 10, 11, 13, 14 and 15 provide a clear meaning of the terms in the claims. The examiner 
disagrees and notes that the terms are copied from the cited pages and pasted in the claims. As 
an example, page 10 lines 30 et seq. recites "a sequence of events is stored in a cartridge", 
"events can be logically linked to one or more zones of influence". Page 13, lines 2 to page 15 
recite, "vector based zones of influence", and "zones of influence". There is nothing that 
suggests "power indirectly or intangibly affecting a person" as provided in applicant's dictionary 
definition. The examiner's disagreement and explanation also applies to the terms, "event data", 
trigger conditions", and "user navigation event". Theses terms are copied from the cited pages 
and pasted in the claims. Applicant failed to provide the metes and bounds of the limitations. 
Applicant's amendments do not cure the deficiencies cited in the claims. 
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Applicant further argues that the limitations in amended claims 2 and 3 are supported at 
pages 4, 8, 9, 11, 15, 16, 22, 25. The examiner disagrees and notes that the cited pages do not 
recite or suggest the limitation, "to locally trigger each user navigational event associated with 
the timed event" as in claim 2 and the limitation, "a« evaluation module configured to determine 
trigger condition satisfaction of one or more of the independent trigger conditions" as in claim 3. 
The cited pages recite phrases such as, "vector based zones of influence", and "zones of 
influence", "the timed and independent events are triggered as the time limits expire", etc. the 
cited pages do not have adequate support for the limitations pointed out in the rejection. 

The examiner disagrees with applicant that "duration" is disclosed in the cited pages. The 

examiner notes that the claim recites duration, but does recite for example duration of , the 

claims merely recite duration, but do not recite duration of travel from point A to point B for 
example. The recited pages recite for example, "time-based events" and the start of an event or 
when the time-based events occur. As an example page 4, lines 5-67 recite, "the timed and 
independent events are triggered as the time limits expire". The statement indicates that timed 
and independent events are triggered at a given time. However, the phrase further recites, "the 
time limits expire". The time limits of what expires? The rest of the pages recite "recurring 
events", "triggered events", "conditional triggered events", etc. The limitations in claims 2 and 3 
as pointed out above are not adequately supported in the cited pages. 

The 1 12 rejections to claim 4 are withdrawn except for those maintained above. In 
addition the antecedent basis rejection has been withdrawn in view of applicant's amendments. 

Applicant traverses the 102 rejection saying that Sporgis discloses a Gamemaster. The 
examiner disagrees and notes that although Sporgis discloses a Gamemaster, Sporgis anticipates 
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the limitations because the examiner has cited the columns and figures where the limitations are 
found. Applicant fails to indicate any particular limitation not disclosed by the prior art. Instead 
the applicant makes a general statement insisting that the prior art does not disclose the 
limitations in the claims. Applicant has not met the 112 enablement requirement in the claims. 
The eclaims have been rejected as best understood. 

Applicant's arguments drawn to claim 1 are not convincing because the limitations are 
replete with 1 12 issues. Similar to applicant's invention, the prior art determines a correlation 
between static and dynamic geolocational data because the GPS unit compares the position of 
movement of the GPS device with the position of a destination where a treasure is located. The 
position of the treasure is static and the position of the GPS unit is dynamic. Thus the prior art 
anticipates the claims. 

Applicant further argues that the prior art does not disclose a processor on a wireless 
computing device, but that the prior art discloses a wireless device (GPS unit) that discloses 
triggering, determining and providing clues etc. The argument is not convincing because the 
processes "triggering, determining and providing" can only be performed by a processor as 
claimed. 

The examiner is not arguing that applicant does not disclose terms such as "cartridges", 
zone of influence", etc, but that applicant's limitations are inconsistent and do not provide the 
meaning thereof as rejected in the 1 12 rejections. Applicant copies and pastes the limitations in 
the claims without providing the meaning associated with the limitations. 
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Applicant argues that Sporgis does not disclose the limitations in the claims. The 
examiner disagrees. Sporgis anticipates, "a cartridge (col. 4, lines 14-24; i.e. a collection of 
zones, items, events, etc; see specification, page 7, line 3) comprising: 

zone of influence data to define one or more zones of influence and wherein each 
zone of influence is described by a plurality of stored geolocational data (col. 4, lines 14-24; i.e. 
a collection of zones, items, events, etc; see specification, page 7, line 3). The definition of 
cartridge in Sporgis is that disclosed in applicant's specification, page 8. 

It is further noted that Sporgis further anticipates, "a wireless computing device 10 to 
execute the cartridge (col. 4, lines 14-24; i.e. a collection of zones, items, events, etc; see 
specification, page 7, line 3), the wireless computing device comprising: 

a locational device 1 1 (GPS col. 3, lines 1-18) to self-identify a location of the wireless 
device 10 based on further geolocational data (col. 5, lines 9-14); and 

a processor (computer program 12, col. 3, lines 1-5) to trigger at least one user event (i.e. 
a new clue) on the cartridge when the further geolocational data substantially correlates to the 
stored geolocational data for the zone of influence associated with the trigger condition of the at 
least one user event (col. 5, lines 9-23)". Applicant is basing their arguments on inconsistent 
limitations. 
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It is believed that the rejections are proper and thus stand. 

Conclusion 

7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Communication 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to RONNIE MANCHO whose telephone number is (571)272-6984. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thurs: 9-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tran Khoi can be reached on 571-272-6919. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Ronnie Mancho 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3664 

10/21/2008 
/KHOI TRAN/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3664 



